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Sir: 





This Reply Brief is submitted in response to the Examiner's Answer of December 

31,2007. 

The "Response to Argument" section of the Examiner's Answer states that "It is 
well within the general knowledge of one having ordinary skill in the art to use a known 
technique to improve similar devices in the same way and to choose from a finite number of 
identified, predictable solutions, with a reasonable expectation of success." While this may be 
true, the swedging of two sutures to the same shaft at the same point on the shaft is not a "known 
technique . . . with a reasonable expectation of success." A reasonable expectation of success is 
lacking because the two sutures cannot be aligned with the shaft coaxially, and because the lack 
of complementary contours of the three parts presents a discontinuity in the contours which 
leaves gaps between the sutures and the metallic shaft that the metallic shaft cannot not expected 
to fill during the swedging procedure. Swedging two sutures thus relies heavily on distortion of 
the sutures themselves to fill the gaps and provide secure contact with the shaft interior, much 
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more so than is needed when only a single suture is involved. All of these issues raise the 
potential of impairing the strength of the joint and preventing a secure joint from being formed. 
The success of the process and the integrity of the joint are not predictable until one actually 
combines the parts in this manner. Accordingly, Appellants respectfully submit that the 
invention is not suggested by the prior art and is patentable, and once again request that the 
Honorable Board reverse all outstanding rejections. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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